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In Reply Refer To:
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[Jnited States Departmenr of the Interior
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING

RECLAMATION AND ENFORCEMENT
SUITE 3IO

625 SILVER AVENUE, S.W.
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO

FEB 0 e i988

Dr. Dianne R. NleLson, Director
Division of Oi1, Gas aod Minlng
355 West North Tenple
3 Triad Center,  Suite 350
Salt  Lake City,  UT 84180

Re: Crandall Canyon, TDN g7-02-006-017

Dear Dr.  Nielson:

The ALbuquerque Field Office, Office of Surface Mining Reclanatlon and
Enforcement (osMRE), has reviewed utahrs Divis ion of oi l ,  Gas and
Mlning?s (DoGI,t)  response ro Ten-Day NotLce (TDN) No. g7-02-006-017.
Following is our determinatlon:

The Divis ion's response to vLol-at ion l -  of  15 is appropriate.
correcting the permit boundarles on pLate 2-l wil-l solve the probLen.
A notLf lcat ion, response, and review dates of Deeember 23, January 13,
and May 13, respect ivel_y, is reasonabl_e.

The Divis ionts response to violat ion 2 of 15 ls appropriate. DoGl{
approved (on January 4, 1988) the coal-sortlng faeiltty through
February 3, 1988.

The Divis ionts response to violat ion 3 of 15 is inapproprLate. osMRE
has not received any documentation concernl.ng Tract Irs Midterm Review
Stipulation 800. Additionally, DOGM needs to commit to a tlmeframe for
receiving and revlewing Tract rr's second stipulation. such further
clarLf icat ion wi l l  deen the response as approprlate.

The Dlvis ionrs response to viol-at ion 4 of L5 is approprlate. perni t
Acr/015/032 was Lssued twice, causing confusioo for DOGM and Genwal
coal conpany. DOGM's handling of th- stipul-ations nay be dlscussed
later as a programmatic issue.

The Divis lonrs response to vtolat ion 5 of L5 is inapproprlate. Tract
r '  chapter 4rs post-mining Land use descript ion remaLns Lncomplete,
with DOGM not proposing to correct the pernit. rn accordance with
OsMPd Dlrective rM-27, D0GM needs to require a revision to meet the
requlrements of I }MC 784.15(a).

The Divls ionrs response to vlolat lon 6 of 15 Ls inappropriate. Sect ion
817.46(m) requires combined sl-opes of 5:1 or better and, as conf irmed
in DOGM's TDN response, the existLng slopes are only 4:1 eombined.
DOGM'S deeisLon not to enforce this regulat ion wi l l  be revLewed as a
programnatlc lssue.
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The DivlsLoors response to violat ion 7 of 15 ls approprlate. Requir ing
quarterly reportlng of the surface-water monltorLng will- resolve the
problen- A not i f icat ion, response, and review dates of Decenbet 23,
January 13, and May 13, respectively, is reasonable.

The Divis lonrs response to vtolat ion g of 15 is approprr.ate. Because
the road is not pernr. t ted, a cert i f lcat ion rry.roi  be requr.red;
however, DOGM|s decislon not to permlt the road will be dlscussed later
as a programmattc probl_en.

The Divis ionrs response to violat lon 9 of 15 ls inappropriate. The
oPeratorfs fal ture to lnstal l -  the requlred spr inklei  syst.n cannot be
considered a permlt  defect.  Thus, for the toNts response, the
vioLation should have been cited unless a revision nas actually
approved.

The Divistonts response to violat lon 10 of 15 is inappropriate.
sect ion 817.49(h) and Tract rrs volume, chapter z,  pige 51 requires
f ive statements to be provided with the cer l l f l " r t ion. The pfans are
"as-bul l t"  designs and the "after-construct lon" cert i f icat ion was d.one,
but not eompletely.  I IMC 817.49(h) and the perntr  both require f ive
specif ic statements to be included wtth the cert l f lcat ion.

The Divis ionts response to violat ion 1l  of  15 is appropriate. osMRE
will assume that DOGM's review of the water-monltoring records found
the f ive def ic iencies to be sat isf ied.

The DlvisLonrs response to violatron L2 of 15 is inappropriate.
Misnaming a culvert  (c-3) does not negate Lhe f ield observaEion of a
partlally pLugged culvert. Because DOGIi's respoose does not indicate
that the culvert  has been replaced or cleaned, a vioLat ion st i lL
ex ls ts .

The Divis ionrs response to violat lon 13 of 15 is inappropriate. The
perntt  requlres r lprap. r f  the operator does not wrstr  to place the
riprap, then the pernit shoul_d be revised.

The Divis ionrs response to viol"at ion 14 of 15 is appropriate. DOGM has
f ield-ver i f ied the adequate post ing of addit ional p-r lneter uarkers.

The Divis ion's response to violat lon L5 of l -5 is appropriate.
Apparently, based on a foLlow-up inspectlon, DOGM has field-verlfled
the repost lng of sediment pond markers.
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In  surnmary ,  DOGMTs response to  v lo la t ions  1 ,  2 ,  4 ,  7 r  g ,  11 ,  14 ,  and 15  t ,
Ls  appropr ia te  wh l le  response to  v io la t ions  3 ,  5 ,  6 ,  9 ,  10 ,  12 ,  and 13  t
ls inappropriate. Please address any quest ioas on this deterninat ion to
steve Rathbun, supervisory Reclamatlon special ist ,  at  (505) 766-14g6.
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SincereLy,

Albuquerque Field Offlce


